in the context of studies of transnational migration and by Ulrich Beck in the context of studies of border-crossing risks, but I would claim that, more fundamentally, modern social sciences and their problems and methods are deeply rooted in national society and national traditions; see Wimmer and Glick Schiller, 'Methodological Nationalism and Beyond:nation-state-building, migration and the social sciences' Global Networks 2, 4 (2002),301-334; Ulrich Beck 'The cosmopolitan perspective: sociology of the second age of modernity' British
increasing specialization it is important to do comparative work if it succeeds in highlighting issues that are neglected or ignored because of the specialist's focus on a singular national society. The nation-form itself is a global form 2that emerges in the nineteenth century and cannot be understood as the product of one particular society. It is the dominant societal form today and India and China have been gradually developed into nation-states. That is why one can compare India and China at the level of nation-states, although these societies are internally immensely differentiated and the particular nation-form they have taken is historically contingent. While India and China are taking a globally available form that is characteristic for modernity they follow pathways that are quite different. These differences can be highlighted and understood through comparison. China's and India's nation-forms are comparable, because they are based on huge societies with deep cultural histories that have united large numbers of people over vast territories and long periods of time. Both have taken the nation-form in interaction with Western imperialism. The comparative analysis that is introduced here takes the nation-form not as something natural or already preconditioned by deep civilizational or ethnic histories, but as something historically contingent and fragmented.3 In its focus on the comparative analysis of the different pathways of two nation-states in a global (imperial) context the argument goes beyond methodological nationalism.4
This is a book about India and China and about the ways in which they have been transformed by Western imperial modernity. In my understanding the onset of modernity is located in the nineteenth century and is characterized politically by the emergence of the nation-state, economically by industrialization, and ideologically by an emphasis on progress and liberation. What I call 'imperial modernity' is the formation of modernity under conditions of imperialism. I present here an essay in comparative historical sociology, informed by anthropological theory. Comparative historical sociology of culture is a field that was founded by Max Weber and practiced by his followers of whom Robert Bellah and the late S.N. Eisenstadt are among the best known. It has been connected to interpretive anthropological theory and to insights gained in ethnography, especially in the work of Clifford Geertz. However, the overwhelming increase of specialist historical work with great sophistication has led scholars to limit themselves to the nation-state as unit of analysis. Moreover, the emphasis on economics and politics in comparative work has made it hard to pursue this line of interpretive analysis.1 The complexities of Indian and Chinese societies and their modern transformation are huge and our knowledge of them has increased greatly since Weber wrote his studies. This makes it difficult to do a comparative project, but I am convinced that in an era of
India and China
Why compare India and China in the modern period? Contrary to what might be assumed the reasons for comparison do not lie in a continuous long-term history of interactions between India and China. The words China and Mandarin derive from Sanskrit cina ("land of the Chin") and mantri ("minister"). That such principal terms of foreign reference to the Middle Kingdom (zhongguo) and to its learned civilization come from India suggests a long continuous history of interaction between the two civilizations till today. However, such a civilizational interaction was in fact largely limited to the first millennium AD. While this exchange was of great importance and continued for a millennium it was very much limited to the spread of Buddhism. It therefore gradually ended when Buddhism more or less disappeared from India under the influence of new Hindu devotional movements as well as the spread of Islam. Buddhism in China lost its connection with India and became now entirely Chinese. This is obviously not to underestimate the enormous influence of Buddhism on Chinese thought or to deny its Indian origins. Concepts of 'belief' in Chinese (信, xin) may well be derived from Buddhist thought and thus from Sanskrit shraddha that gives doctrine and the act of believing a central place in religious discipline. It follows that by recognizing this Indian influence the notion of 'belief' might be much more important in Chinese religious practice than is often assumed by those who emphasize orthopraxy rather than orthodoxy in Chinese religion.5 Nevertheless, while one can hear Sanskrit mantras being chanted in Buddhist monasteries in China today and every literate Chinese knows Wu Chen-En's 16th century classic novel Journey to the West, in which a monkey king, inspired by the Hindu monkey-god Hanuman, goes to India to find wisdom, the interaction with India has long come to a halt.
Certainly, there is a continuous story, largely untold, of Indian, Chinese and Arab traders plying the coasts of the South China Sea and the Indian Ocean with their goods and one does have the inspiring narrative of Admiral Zheng He (a Muslim Chinese from South China) going to India and Africa with enormous fleets in the fifteenth century.6 However, while they are important, those stories do not 5 Hymes, Robert, "Some thoughts on Asad, Geertz, 'belief,' and xin." "Religion in China: Rethinking Indigenous and Imported Categories of Thought," Paper presented at Fairbank East Asian Center, Harvard Univ., Cambridge, MA, 21-22 May, 2005. 6 Tansen Sen, Buddhism, Diplomacy, and Trade. The Realignment of Sino-Indian Relations, 600-1400. Delhi: Manohar, 2003. show an interaction in terms of the expansion of empires and/or religious traditions, such as Buddhism, between India and China in the second millennium A.D. What one needs to acknowledge is a universe of exchanges in the Far East in which China plays a dominant role over the centuries till today. This universe includes countries now called Korea, Japan, and Vietnam.7 At the same time there is also a universe of exchanges between India and the Islamic World on the one hand and the Malay world on the other, including countries now called Yemen, Indonesia, and Malaysia.8 While these universes of exchange and interaction touch each other at the edges, especially in the Malay world, they do not interact in their cores. From the 16 th century onwards these exchanges and interactions come to be gradually controlled by Western maritime expansion in the entire region while connecting it up to a more global system of exchanges.9
Whatever the importance of exchanges and interactions between India and China in the pre-modern world may have been they are not the basis of the comparison that is offered here. This is a book about the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, about religion and nationalism in the imperial context. It takes as its starting-point the 19 th century imperial history of Western interactions with India and China. As such it is in terms of world history a relatively short, though recent history of Western dominance that emerged out of the Industrial Revolution. It is also a period of dramatic transformation in the entire world.10 The ascendancy of the West is accompanied by the decline of India and China. This book compares the interactions between India and Western modernity with the interactions between China and Western modernity.
Indian and Chinese modernities are produced by interactions with imperial formations that can be compared to further our general understanding of the cultural history of modernity. This comparison is not only fruitful because they are large-scale neighboring societies with deep cultural histories that have had far-reaching influence on all the societies around them, but they also share a number of similar and comparable features. From the sixteenth century India is ruled by the Mughals, while China is ruled by the Qing. Both are dynasties that come from outside and remain distinct from the rest of society in a number of ways, but while Islam plays an important role in the distinctiveness of the Mughals, it is Manchu ethnicity that is central in the case of the Qing. Both dynasties are toppled under Western influence in the nineteenth century. India is colonized after the Mutiny of 1857 and included in the British Empire, while the Qing dynasty is fundamentally weakened by the Opium Wars (1839-1842 and 1856-1860) and replaced by the Republic of China in 1912. This Republic never achieved hegemony over Chinese territory, but was subjected to constant fragmentation due to a series of wars and rebellions as well as a Japanese invasion. It is only the foundation of the People's Republic of China in 1949 by the Communists after the defeat of the Nationalist army and its escape to Taiwan that Mainland China comes to be unified again under one regime. The current state of India is also a product of the Second World War and the collapse of the old colonial arrangements. It became the Republic of India in 1950, after the separation of Pakistan, a Homeland for Muslims. Colonial rule had brought a substantial unification of India and an institutional framework to build on, but Independence immediately occasioned an important division of territory and people for reasons of religious nationalism.
The post 1950s history of India and China also shows both remarkably comparable similarities and differences. India has a democratic government, chosen by the people in regular, free elections, with a multi-party system, although dominated over the larger period by the Congress, a party characterized by a secular, democratic socialism. China has communist rule without free elections. Although their starting-point in 1950 was very similar, the economic development of both societies has also been quite different. While both are agrarian societies that went on a path of industrialization China has been growing much faster over the last three decades after it had suffered tremendously during the upheaval caused by the enormous failures of the Great Leap Forward and the Great Cultural Revolution. The Chinese state under communism has launched a much more radical and successful attack on agrarian hierarchical society (including its religious aspects) than the Indian state has been able or willing to do. This is immediately clear when one looks at literacy rates, relative poverty, land cultivation rights and gender relations.11 Both states have had a policy of self-sufficiency and relative closure to the world market, but both of them also in the 1980s have liberalized their economies and opened them up for the world market. These economic policies have been implemented in India under conditions of a vibrant civil society and a public sphere with a free press, while China implemented them under conditions of authoritarian rule without free criticism from civil society or public sphere.
While there are a great many issues in the comparison of Modern India and China that need to be addressed in social science if it is to be less EuroAmerica centered, this is still very insufficiently done. Issues of democracy versus authoritarian rule and their impact on economic development, issues of urbanization and rural industrialization, the rise of middle classes in India and China; these are all just instances of a possible comparative sociological analysis. One may expect that such analysis will be forthcoming with the growing centrality of India and China in global economy. However, it is also to be expected that the main emphasis in such a future comparative sociology will be on political economy rather than on culture and religion. This is at least the experience with the field of world history that is dominated by economic analysis. 12
From the perspective developed in this book the impact of imperial encounters on culture and religion also deserves comparative analysis. Culture and religion are not marginal, but central to the formation of imperial modernity. What is not attempted here is to provide a coherent, encompassing model from which what we know about these two societies can be understood. While one needs narrative coherence, one should also, to an extent, be allowed to leave space for the fragmented nature of cultural processes. Narrative coherence is attempted by the following focal viewpoints and arguments that guide the present analysis.
Spirituality of the East
In the imperial encounter the cultures of India and China gradually come to be seen as "spiritual" and thus as different from and in opposition to the materialism of the West. It is this concept of "spirituality" that is critically engaged in this book both in its Western universalistic genealogy and in its application to translate Indian and Chinese traditions. What is the "spiritual"? It is a term scholars would like to avoid as much as possible because of its vagueness. This is most easily done by treating it as a marginal term, used only at the fringes of intellectual life, as in our period, for instance, in the New Age Movement. I want to suggest that that is not a correct approach and that spirituality is in fact a crucial term in our understanding of modern society. At the same time it is necessary to reflect on the nature of this kind of concept. Certainly, it does conjure up all the conceptual difficulties that one also encounters with terms like 'religion' and 'belief', and perhaps even more so. Obviously, its very conceptual un-clarity and un-definability make it so useful for those who want to use it. It suggests more than it defines. Spirituality takes the universalization of the concept of religion a crucial step further by completely severing the ties with religious institutions. The term "religion" has developed in modern European thought as a crosscultural, global concept that captures a great variety of traditions and practices. The universalizing deployment of the concept of religion has its roots in notions of Natural Religion and Rational religion that came up in the aftermath of the religious wars in Europe and in conjunction with European expansion in other parts of the world. A milestone in this development has been the relativizing of Christianity in relation to other religions by the 18 th -century publication of Picart and Bernard's Religious Ceremonies of the World. 13 The concept of "spirituality" is discussed here in relation to another equally potent modern concept that is often seen as it's opposite, namely the "secular". In doing so I will have to clear the ground for a new perspective on spirituality that does not make it into a marginal form of resistance against secular modernity, but shows its centrality to the modern project and a new perspective on secularity that shows the extent to which it is deeply involved with magic and religion.
Already in the nineteenth century the concept of "religion" becomes part of a narrative of decline or displacement that has been systematized in the sociological theory of secularization. The gradual transformation of a transcendent hierarchical order into a modern immanence that is legitimated in popular sovereignty, and characterized by the market, the public sphere, and the nation-state has transformed the role of institutional religion and in some historical instances (but not in others) marginalized it, but at the same time it has freed a space for spirituality. Spirituality escapes the confines of organized, institutionalized forms of religion and thus the Christian model of churches and sects that cannot be applied in most non-Christian environments. It is thus more cross-culturally variable and flexible and defies sociological attempts of model building. At the same time all the concepts that are used in this context (religion, magic, secularity, spirituality) either emerge or are transformed at the end of the nineteenth century and enable both anti-religious communism in China and religious (Hindu and Muslim) as well as spiritual (Gandhian) nationalism in India.
Religion and Nationalism
A central concern in this book is to understand the differences between nationalist understandings of religion in India and those in China. In other words, this is a study of the relation between nationalism and religion from a comparative perspective. Both nationalisms have ideas about progress, rationality, equality and anti-imperialism in common, but the location of religion in Indian and Chinese nationalist imaginings is very different. In short, religion is a valued aspect of Indian nationalism, whereas it is seen as an obstacle in Chinese nationalism. I will argue that such a difference in the location of religion in modernity can be understood by comparing the ways in which India and China have been transformed by imperial modernity. As I have argued in an earlier book on the case of Britain and India, imperial interactions have been crucial to the formation of imperial modernities14. In this book I will alternately speak about Western or Euro-American imperialism with an emphasis on British imperialism which is the global hegemonic force till the Second World War. The relation between religion and nationalism is constitutive to Indian and Chinese modernities and forms the general problematic of this book.
Globalization in its current phase has forced us to go beyond nationalist histories, but world history more often than not emphasizes economics and politics and in an established secularist fashion underplays the formative role of religion.15 What I want to present here is an interactional history that emphasizes interactions between Euro-America (also known as 'the West') on the one hand and India and China on the other with an emphasis on what I would like to call a 'syntagmatic chain of 'religion-magic-secularity-spirituality`. I borrow the term 'syntagmatic' from Saussurean linguistics to suggest that these terms are connected, belong to each other, but cannot replace each other. They do not possess stable meanings independently from one another and thus cannot be simply defined separately. They emerge historically together, imply one another, and function as nodes within a shifting field of power. This syntagmatic chain occupies a key position in nationalist imaginings of modernity.
Obviously, the emphasis on religion in this book is not to deny the importance of the history of capitalism and of developmental politics. However, the problem with an emphasis on economic development is that the history of modernization takes central stage in world history and that within this history a teleologically unfolding story of secularization takes care of religion. What I offer in this book is a non-secularist counter-narrative. In one sense my narrative is secular, since it takes a position of nonpartisanship towards religion. I am not arguing from a religious point of view when I put forward that there is no opposition between being modern and being religious. Surely, there are religious arguments against certain forms of modernity just as there are secular arguments against certain forms of religion. These are arguments that need to be studied from a sociological perspective which, in itself, is only possible within certain secular conditions. The social sciences emerge within the framework of the modern nation-state which is in a number of crucial respects a secular state. Simply put, my arguments about religion will not lead to my persecution by the state as a heretic. On the other hand, my narrative is non-secularist in the sense that secularism and secularization are not taken for granted, but are seen as projects which have to be studied in relation to other political projects. While this is often hard to do because secularism is so much a part of the modern intellectual world view both in Asia and in Euro-America, it is certainly necessary to distance oneself from secularist intellectual projects, such as the Marxist-Leninist party ideology that is taught in Chinese universities, especially when they are supported by the power of modernizing states. I do not take this position in the spirit of a general critique of 'the' secularist state, as some Indian scholars like Ashis Nandy and T.N. Madan have done, because I will show that their critique may apply to the Communist state of China, but is not applicable to the Indian state.16 What I want to show is that religion-magic-secularity-spirituality is an integral part of modernity. Realizing this as an empirical fact rather than as an ideological statement is necessary for a better understanding of contemporary society.
Comparative framework
To understand the connections in what I loosely call the syntagmatic chain of religion-magic-secularity-spirituality one needs an explicitly comparative framework. In fact, social and cultural analysis is always within a comparative frame. Some of us are acutely aware of this, others less so. However, in general there is not enough reflection on the extent to which our approaches depend on arguing and comparing with the already existing literature on a topic, on the use of terms that have emerged in entirely different historical situations and thus carry in them implicit comparison (like middle class or bourgeoisie, or like religion), and also on the ways in which those we study themselves are constantly comparing the present with the past or their situation with that of others. To therefore claim that one is a Sinologist or Indologist or Africanist and think that specialization in a region and subject, given sufficient linguistic and cultural competence, is enough to claim mastery over a subject, as if one is not standing constantly in a reflexive relation to both discipline and subject, gives perhaps a certain psychological fortitude, but is untenable.
The sociology of India, as conceptualized by Louis Dumont and David Pocock at the end of the 1950s, was meant to place the study of India in a comparative framework.17 The principle that guided Dumont and Pocock was that the sociology of India, like the sociology of any other society, could be developed as a form of knowledge that is not fatally determined by a national(ist) framework. While Indian sociology, again like any other sociology, originates in a national space and is developed within it, comparative sociology may transcend that framework.
However, there are serious problems in developing comparative sociology. To give an example that is central to Dumont's work, it would seem obvious that the study of caste is a crucial element of the comparative analysis of class. Nevertheless, there is a strong tendency in general sociology to simply assume that caste, while an essential characteristic of Indian society is merely a special case that does not shed much light on other societies and thus can more or less be ignored. To an extent, this tendency is reinforced by using caste as a metaphor for Indian society.18 A similarly unfortunate tendency comes across in discussions on secularization and secularism, in which the secular is a metaphor for modern society. Even in the more recent critiques of Western models of modernization and secularization one finds only few examples of comparison with non-Western societies, while the communist world escapes attention altogether in these discussions.19 The universal pretensions of Western sociology derive from assumptions that are implicit in the modernization paradigm. Because India has been relatively marginal to post-Second World War developments in the West there has been very little interest in developing a comparative sociology that includes findings and theories from India. It is only in the current phase of globalization that comparisons with India and China, as emerging markets and players on the global scene, become again interesting for those social scientists who are primarily interested in modern, industrial society.
Current forms of globalization have made it important to study forms of transnational interaction that by definition escape the comparative frame of nation-states. Some might argue that globalization makes comparative sociology irrelevant, since global forces shape societies everywhere at the same time and it is these forces that have to be studied. But one may argue that they shape societies in very different ways, ways that need to be compared. To give an example: the IT revolution has changed societies worldwide, but this happened very differently in Europe and in India, and even very differently within India in, for instance, Bangalore and Lucknow. In an earlier period of globalization imperialism shaped Britain and India simultaneously, but quite differently, and the differences and similarities call for comparative analysis. What needs to be compared in relation to the increasing importance of transnational flows is the transformation of nation-states and their relation to transnational forms of governance. The nation-state is not in decline but undergoes significant transformations due to the globalization of the world economy. The different roles that transnational diasporas can play in these transformations is part of the comparative enterprise. For example, the role of the Chinese diaspora in the development of China after the opening up of the economy in 1978 is significantly different from that of the Indian diaspora (if only already in terms of the size of foreign direct investments from the diaspora) and it is the Chinese model that has inspired the Indian state to develop policies to attract investments from its diaspora.
One of the greatest flaws in the development of comparative sociology seems to be the almost universal comparison of any society with an idealtypical Euro-American modernity. It would be a step forward to compare developments in modern India and modern China with each other. That does not simply a straightforward 'provincializing" of Europe, since Europe and America are crucial in the formation of Indian and Chinese modernity, but an understanding of the ways in which similar challenges and influences have produced very different societies in India and China.20 Even within the modernization paradigm there is considerable debate about the nature of modernity. While some would emphasize the Western origins of a singular modernity that is exported and responded to in the East, others would emphasize the indigenous development of capitalist modernity without much of a role for imperialism. In the last decade there are more voices arguing for multiple modernities, diversifying both the nature of Western modernity and its impact as well as diversifying the histories in which Western influences have been received.21 More and more the dynamic character of cultural encounters is also taken into account, as well as the ways in which these encounters are productive in creating new cultural formations. This variety is impossible to capture in one guiding interpretive framework. The step forward is to fully acknowledge variety and multiplicity without losing sight of the need to compare.
Comparison should not primarily be conceived in terms of comparing societies or events, or institutional arrangements across societies, but as a reflection on our conceptual framework as well as well as on a history of interactions that have constituted our object of study. One can, for instance, say that one wants to study churchstate relations in India and China, but one has to bring to that a critical reflection on the fact that that kind of study already presupposes the centrality of church-like organizations as well as the centrality of Western secular state formation in our analysis of developments in India and China. That critical reflection often leads to the argument that India and China (and other societies outside the West) should be understood in their own terms, and cannot be understood in Western terms. However, Indian and Chinese terms have to be interpreted and translated in relation to Western scholarship. Moreover, such translation and interpretation is part of a long history of interactions with the West. In the Indian case it is good to realize that, despite its foreign origins, English is now also an Indian vernacular and in the case of China it is good to realize that, despite the prevailing notion that everything has an ancient Chinese origin, communism did in fact not originate in the Song dynasty. So, any attempt to make a sharp (often nationalist) demarcation of inside and outside is spurious in the period under investigation. Moreover, today due to further evolved patterns of globalization this field of comparison has been widely democratized by modern media, so that everyone is in mediated touch with everyone else and has views on everyone else, mostly in a comparative sense. Chinese and Indians compare themselves with Europeans and Americans, and increasingly Indians compare themselves with Chinese (much less the other way around). Whatever we write today falls within the orbit of these increasingly available popular forms of comparison.
Comparison is thus not a relatively simple juxtaposition and comparison of two or more different societies, but a complex reflection on the network of concepts that both underlie our study of society as well as the formation of those societies themselves. So, it is always a double act of reflection.
While there is a huge literature examining the interactions between India and the West as well as China and the West there is hardly any attempt at comparative analysis of these interactions. Indian scholars look at the West and Chinese scholars do the same, but neither looks at each other's societies. There is enormous dearth of China scholarship in India and India scholarship in China. Stereotypes about each other are amply available, but a deeper engagement with each other's history and society can hardly be found. This is surprising when we consider that India and China are the two dominant societies in Asia with huge populations and deep civilizations that have radically influenced all the societies around them. Till 1800 they not only dominated their region but were also the motor of the world economy. This picture is more and more confirmed by the new economic history of India and China. In the last two centuries, however, there has been the hegemony of Western power and of modes of thought that come out of the encounter with the West. The relative neglect of each other's society and history can thus be explained by the enormous impact of western modernity on Asia, including the dominance of Western academic institutions and scholarship. Western societies have been taken to be the model of developmental change in Asia and modernization theory, the long dominant paradigm of the social sciences, has lent its academic power to this common sense. Much of this thinking is now under revision, partly because of enormous economic growth in China over the last two decades and, to a lesser extent in India, partly because modernization theory has lost much of its credibility. This has led, for instance, to an insistence on fundamental differences between East and West, particularly on 'Asian values', as promoted by the long-term leader of Singapore (one of the most modern and 'Western' of Asian cities) Lee Kuan Yew. However, since these 'Asian values' are primarily 'East Asian values' this turn to the East has not led to more interest in the comparison between India and China.
Another, related, obstacle to comparisons between India and China are orientalist conceptions of unbridgeable differences. India and China come to stand for the total Other in 18 th and 19 th century European imaginations. Such imaginations can be very positive, as in Chinoiserie and Indomania, but also very negative as in rejections of 'barbaric customs' such as foot-binding and widow-burning. Basically, understandings of India and China in the pre-colonial period were limited and exoticizing, but not without a sense of equality.22 Different from African or Oceanian societies that are more easily represented as 'the primitive' and thus as a stage in human evolution Asian societies were (and continue to be) seen as civilizations that are potentially equal to Western civilization. With the expansion of modern power in the East such understandings are replaced with more precise knowledge, necessary to rule or dominate these regions, but also with a new sense of civilizational superiority. Such sentiments are often based on reified differences, as exemplified in Kipling's "East is East, and West is West and never the twain shall meet". Colonial rule over India has made India and the Indians less of an unreachable Other than China. Especially the spread of English in India over large elites has made cultural conversations easier. China, however, has despite its radical modernization, remained more of an Other in linguistic terms, as illustrated by Foucault's famous reference to Luis Borges's fake Chinese (1836) it is argued that "of all known languages, Chinese and Sanskrit stand in the most decisive opposition…The Chinese and Sanskrit languages stand as the two extremes in the field of known languages, not perhaps comparable in their suitability for the development of the mind, but certainly so in the internal consistency and perfect execution of their systems".25 Sanskrit, then, is a perfect language, as its very name indicates, with a perfect grammar that is at the origin of Indo-European languages of which indeed the European languages are one off-shoot. Indo-European is in the nineteenth century often called Indo-Aryan and stands for the uniqueness of European heritage against the total difference of Semitic languages (especially Hebrew) and the Chinese language. Sanskrit in its grammatical perfection shows the original genius of the Indo-Aryan race that has created it. While the Indians as a race have deteriorated and are in need of colonization by their Aryan brethren the Semites and Chinese are totally Other.
Comparison and Translation
While these fascinating and complex theories about language and race have been slowly discredited, especially after World War II, questions about language and thought, about universality and difference have remained with us. The central issue in it is that of cultural translation and interpretation. The fact remains that modernity is a universalizing process which has to take on both translation and transformations of traditional conceptual universes. It is precisely that process that produces similarities and differences in a history of power which is the subject of the present book. The difficulties of correct translation of key concepts seem simply insurmountable. I.A. Richards, one of the most the most important literary critics before the 1960s in Britain and one of the major influences on American New Criticism, realized this problem during his visits of China.26 However, he was determined to solve it, since he thought that miscommunication had caused the Great War that had wiped out many of his generation. Solving cultural misunderstandings was one of the great tasks he conceived for linguists and literary scholars as well as the impetus behind his book The Meaning of Meaning that he co-authored with C.K. Ogden and behind his attempt to bring Ogden's Basic English project to China. Basic English was the invention of the logician Ogden and was simplified English that could be used as a second language for all those who did not already speak English. This was not an artificial language like Esperanto, but based on natural English. It was developed to contain not more than 850 words and 18 verbs and, as such, easy to be learnt. In his Mencius on the Mind Richards argues that to understand the way Mencius (ca 372 -ca 289 B.C.E) used language to communicate meaning, totally alien to the Western mind, is crucial for the future of world communication and for the survival of Chinese civilization. 27 Both projects, that of promoting Basic English in China with help from the Rockefeller Foundation and that of translating Mencius failed. But it is important to see that Richards shared with Bertrand Russell and T.S. Elliott, his friends and contemporaries, a sense that although the gap between conceptual universes was almost unbridgeable, miscommunication, as a cause of war, had to be avoided at all cost.
This view is less eccentric than it sounds. One of the most instructive disputes between the British and the Chinese before the Opium Wars is about the use of the term yi in trade negotiations which has been wonderfully analyzed by Lydia Liu.28 In the Treaty of Tianjin of 1858 Article 51 says: "It is agreed that, henceforward, the character Yi (barbarian) shall not be applied to the Government or subjects of Her Britannic Majesty in any official document issued by the Chinese authorities either in the Capital or in the Provinces." The preceding Article 50 says: "All official communications addressed by the Diplomatic and Consular Agents of her Majesty the Queen to the Chinese Authorities shall, henceforth, be written in English. They will for the present be accompanied by a Chinese version, but it is understood that in the event of there being any difference in meaning between the English and Chinese text, the English Government will hold the sense as expressed in the English text to be the correct sense. This provision is to apply to the Treaty now negotiated, the Chinese text of which has been carefully corrected by the English original". Striking is the language of command used in what is supposed to be a bilateral trading agreement.29 But equally striking is that the British wanted to fix the translation "barbarian" to the character for yi (夷) , while the Chinese used this character for "non-Han people" and were taken by surprise that the British took it as a sign of disrespect. In an early response to British objections against the use of the word yi Admiral Wu Qitai quoted Mencius saying King Shun was an eastern yi and King Wen was a western yi and both were a virtuous model for later kings so how could it be wrong to apply this word to the British? The issue here is not that of correct translation, since the use of the term yi has a complex history in China, just as the use of the word barbarian in English has a complex history. The issue here is that this term is part of a set of interactions between the Chinese authorities and the British that center around notions of honor and respect and that culminate in the Opium Wars. It is this kind of inimical connection that Richards tries to prevent by his efforts to create possibilities of translations that bridge differences.
The concept of cultural translation is, obviously, foundational for comparative analysis. In an important critique of Ernest Gellner's view that cultural translation should not be excessively charitable (arguing basically that primitive nonsense stays primitive nonsense also in translation) Talal Asad starts with the way the concept is used by Godfrey Lienhardt: "The problem of describing to others how members of a remote tribe think then begins to appear largely as one of translation, of making the coherence primitive thought has in the languages it really lives in, as clear as possible in our own", but then goes on to point out that translation always happens within a history of power30 Languages are unequal, especially in the production of desirable, universal knowledge. Cultural translation thus requires an exploration of this inequality and of the power relations that are inherent in them. This means that cultural analysis and comparison is always itself a product of power. This recognition does not lead to paralysis but perhaps to a realization of how power works. Social science is a modern discipline, originating in the West, and the translation of life worlds in social science language is one of the elements of Western cultural power. The universalization of social science language, however, also implies that this form of knowledge is applied by practitioners in Indian and China and elsewhere to understand their own societies. It is not anymore the old problem of anthropologists visiting a place where people do not read or write, but a new situation of increased cultural contact in everyday life virtually everywhere (but primarily in the West) thanks to international migration as well as of the development of social science disciplines in the places the West compares itself with.
The Study of Civilizations
While this is an essay in comparative historical sociology it differs from the influential model, developed by Max Weber, in that it does not assume civilizations as units that can be compared, but looks at a series of interactions between Western imperial power and Indian and Chinese societies to compare historical choices and consequences.
The concept of civilization is problematic because it is hard to historicize and obscures the ways in which nationalisms have produced teleological histories of the nation as the result of civilizing processes. However, we cannot ignore the enormous influence on the study of religion especially by the theoretical understanding of civilizations and their possibilities to become modern developed by Weber and his followers. Weber's understanding of Western modernity is based on a theory about the rationalization of religion in Europe which he compares with processes of rationalization in India and China. It has inspired a group of scholars around the late S.N. Eisenstadt to suggest a deeper history of civilizational (religious) patterns that lead to differences in their modernities. Eisenstadt argues that a disjunction (but not a split) between the transcendental and the mundane was for the first time made in a number of civilizations in roughly the same period, the first millennium before the Christian era.31 These civilizations include Ancient Israel, Ancient Greece, Early Christianity, Zoroastrian Iran, early Imperial China, and the Hindu and Buddhist civilizations. Sociologically this development assumed the emergence of intellectual elites (e.g., Confucian Literati, Brahmins, Buddhist sangha) that wanted to shape the world in accordance with its transcendental vision. Moreover, Eisenstadt and his colleagues included theories by the anthropologists Tambiah and Redfield to point at a concomitant development of a galactic network of sacred centers and of a Great Tradition in them. This revolution in civilizational thought that occurred in all these civilizations in a relative short time span around 500 BC was called "the Axial Age Breakthroughs", using a concept developed by the philosopher Karl Jaspers, who argued that in this period a shared framework for universal historical self understanding emerged.32 The central idea in this theory is that in the Axial Age a new emphasis on the existence of a higher transcendental moral order was developed across civilizations as well as the concomitant emergence of the problem of salvation and immortality. How this problem is addressed differs from civilization to civilization. The philosopher and social theorist Charles Taylor calls this the Great Disembedding, in the sense that the Axial Religions break at least one of the ways in which religion was embedded: social order, cosmos, human good; In early religion "human agents are embedded in society, society in cosmos, and the cosmos incorporates the divine", according to Taylor, and the Axial transformations break this chain at least at one point. 33 The emergence of world renunciation in Indic religions (Hinduism, Jainism, and Buddhism) is, in principle, a perfect example of this disembedding, since the renouncer leaves society and in some radical version of Nirvana even the cosmos. What one should, however, keep in mind is that every disembedding is specific. The dyad of transcendental\immanent is configured in every civilization in specific ways and cannot be subsumed under an abstractly conceived (ideal-typical) universal dyad. The problematic of the transcendent in India is intimately tied to the specific immanence of caste hierarchy. On the one hand we have the caste society in India is a creative use of the notion of renunciation for all kinds of social and religious innovations that in the end do not fundamentally challenge hierarchical society, although they may challenge it. While the emergence of the renunciatory idea is certainly of great significance in world history one needs to avoid essentializing its nature by ignoring the ways in which it is related to a particular society. Similarly, if one would like to include Confucius' thought among the Axial Breakthroughs (as Jaspers and Eisenstadt do) one needs to see that his teachings and that of his fellow literati develop a worldview that seems to create a dyad of the transcendent Heaven and the immanent World, but at the same time emphasizes its ultimate unity and embeds the socio-political order in it. While in India the renouncer is different from the priest and the king, in China we do not find a renouncer, but a King-Priest who executes the Mandate of Heaven. Unfortunately, his generalization of the notion of the Axial Age Breakthrough leads Eisenstadt to suggest in a totally expected (if not cliche) manner that Hinduism and Buddhism stand for an entirely transcendental (otherworldly) approach to salvation, while Confucianism stands for an entirely this-worldly approach.34
Jaspers and Eisenstadt's Axial framework is the background to Charles Taylor's work on Western modernity which he characterizes as 'a secular age' without prejudging what might have been the evolution of, for example, Chinese civilization. In this connection Taylor mentions in passing that "one often hears the judgment that Chinese imperial society was already "secular", totally ignoring the tremendous role played by the immanent/transcendent split in the Western concept which has no analogue in China".35 In Taylor's view the Axial dyad of immanent/transcendent (these two belong to each other) was radically split in European thought from the 17 th century onwards and that split gave rise to the possibility of seeing the immanent as all there is and to see the transcendent as a human invention. This-worldly in the Chinese case then does not mean exactly the same as secular in the Western case. All these ultimately Weberian arguments, however, essentialize civilizational units that can be compared without exploring the highly fragmented and contradictory histories of these societies. They also tend to underestimate the influence of thought that does not fit easily in the immanent-transcendent framework, such as all those religious movements in India and China that emphasize the Unity of Being and the denial of Difference.
Weber's historical sociology compares processes of rationalization in Europe, India, and China, but arrives at a conclusion that is similar to that of Hegel's philosophy of history according to which personal and collective rationality (Spirit) develops in the West and cannot develop in the East because of a lack of individuality in India and China. In the Hegelian argument it is in India the caste system that robs people from their individual rationality, while in China it is the overwhelming power of the State.36 It is remarkable how much of this basic conceptual scheme still informs our understanding of the differences between India and China. Let me give two recent examples. The economist Pranab Bardhan´s recent interpretation of democracy in describing issues of governance in India and China focuses on the fact that in India society can be constantly mobilized for a number of issues, while the state lacks central commanding authority, while in China it is the opposite. This seems to simply reiterate Hegel´s observation that China is all state and India is all society. 37 The anthropologist Watson in his elaborate reflections on Chinese ritual argues that the Chinese state unified the forms of Chinese ritual practice and thus created a cultural unity, and remarks that in comparison there is no unification of ritual in India. According to Watson one does not find in India a state-regulated pantheon nor can caste ideology provide a unified culture.38 In short China is all state unification and India is all religious and social diversity. 39 To assess these Hegelian assertions that have become common sense one would need to compare state formation in India and China. When one examines the Weber, despite all his subtlety and genuine insights, offers a historical analysis of oriental deficiency or, in other words, what the East lacks to develop modernity, and in that way essentializes its differences with the Modern West. Hegel and also Marx see a historical role for Europe in transforming the East, but understand this simply as an impetus from outside to create change. A history of the interactions between East and West has to open up the fragmentary and contradictory nature of imperial encounters as well as the ways in which they produce new formations at both sides of the interaction. This is not a plea for providing more 'local histories', but a plea for doing 'interactional history' of modernity. One continues to have a need to engage with the traditions that are central to societies and the ways in which they have been interpreted to form the civilizational core of national history, but one needs, at the same time, to acknowledge the contradictory and fragmentary nature of discursive traditions.
Wounded Civilizations
The imperial encounter with the West has produced, to use V.S. Naipaul's term, "wounded civilizations" in India and China.40 Of course, it is above all the military superiority of Western powers, enabled by economic growth and technological progress that was the immediate cause of the defeat and humiliation of the powers that were prevailing in India and China. But more subtly, it is the encounter with Western modernity that has left a much more lasting wound creating deep emotions of insignificance and backwardness, of hurt pride. Such feelings are still very much alive today long after national independence and a more recent history of spectacular economic growth.
An important field of culture in which the clash with imperial modernity has created such wounds is that of artistic creation. This is a field that is in important ways interwoven with that of religion, since image, icon, imagery, artistic representation as well as iconoclasm are central to devotional practices. As we will see in the next chapter modern art is also deeply connected with the notion of spirituality. In discussions of the imperial encounter this cultural battlefield is seldom mentioned, possibly because the wounds are so deep. The arts of India and China, ranging from miniature paintings and calligraphy to sculpture and architecture, were not only rich but in a number of technical aspects also superior to Western art, especially in applied arts, such as textiles and porcelain. They had not only lost patronage with the decline of indigenous empires but, more significantly, they had lost their command over the politics of distinction and cultural power. While there is some interaction between Western and Chinese and especially Japanese art one is struck by the ways in which Western paintings have been able to absorb oriental art, give it a place within its own overall structure without imitating it, like in Van Gogh's Le Pere Tanguy (1887) which features several Japanese prints that serve as the background of van Gogh's portrait of Tanguy. In the nineteenth and early twentieth century it is the West that produces modern art and thus the power to give meaning to modern life, while it is the East that seems condemned to mimic it (with all the ambivalence and instability of mimicry that produces something "that is almost the same but not quite". 41 Although there are constant attempts at creating a Chinese and Indian modern art after the decline of traditional art these attempts have not yet succeeded in producing a space that is rooted in regional aesthetics and producing an alternative cosmopolitanism to the Western one in the way cinema has done that. 42 Certainly, in Chinese art this seems to be quickly changing today. One way in which this change is indicated is at auctions of contemporary art, where works by artists like Zhang Xiaogang fetch prices that continue to rise drastically and show international recognition. Another indication is the development of independent studio sites, like Dashanzi (Factory 798), located in disused factories in Beijing. 43 The question whether contemporary Chinese art is simply produced for international (predominantly Western taste) is deeply contested. At the same time it should be clear that typical Chinese art traditions, such as ink painting, continue to be practiced and appreciated by millions in China today.44 The transformation of Chinese and Indian conceptions of beauty and art into modern ones shows the complexity of the imperial encounter.
This picture emerges also from the field of literature in which India's single Nobel Prize Winner in literature Rabindranath Tagore rode the wave of interest in Eastern Spirituality at the beginning of the 20 th century but is almost entirely forgotten now (except in Bengal), while Gao Xingjian who received the Nobel Prize in literature in 2000 as the single Chinese recipient for literature, is hardly recognized as an important novelist in China itself (but is recognized in Taiwan and Singapore). This situation is the more remarkable given the enormous historical depth and richness of Indian and Chinese literary traditions. To an extent it is a product of the complex relation of culture and language -which partly explains that Indian literature directly written in English is so much more appreciated all over the word than translated Indian literature, originally written in vernacular languages-and thus raises the question of the translatability of these cultures. To put it differently, it raises questions about cultural diversity and universality and therefore about modernity as a process of universal abstraction from concrete difference that we will address later.
How do we understand tradition? Modernity is often seen as a break with the traditional past and the attitudes towards what is seen as "tradition" in India and China is one of the central issues in this book. Talal Asad has given the following definition of tradition: "A tradition consists essentially of discourses that seek to instruct practitioners regarding the correct form and purpose of a given practice that precisely because it is established, has a history. These discourses relate conceptually to a past (when the practice was instituted, and from which the knowledge of its point and proper performance has been transmitted) and a future (how the point of that practice can best be secured in the short or long term. Or why it should be modified or abandoned), through a present (how it is linked to other practices, institutions, and social conditions)". 45 Central to a tradition is therefore the debate about authenticity and transgression. Traditions project themselves as timeless, transcending history and their discursive authority lies precisely in that claim. It is thus not so much that in the modern period traditions are cast away in a process of westernization, but that the debate about how indigenous traditions relate to the necessity to measure up against the modern power of the West becomes central.
Themes and Perspectives
The relation between spirituality, secularity, religion and magic in Indian and Chinese modernity is the main theme of this book. The emergent form of Indian and Chinese societies in which these relations are taking shape is that of the modern nation. While both sociology and political ideology have tended to conceptualize the modern nationstate and its democratic form of governance as secular and its emergence as dependent on a replacement of religious sentiments of community the present study does not want to assume any given relation between nationalism and religion. Similarly assumptions about secularization and secularism that are inherent in sociological theories of modernization and ideological views of the nature of Western modernity are not taken at face value. As Jose Casanova has shown, the democratic nation-state can emerge and thrive in societies with public religions.46 To give a personal example, I was born in a Dutch society that was dominated by religious groups and parties but has had democratic elections from the end of the nineteenth century. There are several possible connections between democracy and secularity, but there is no necessary one. Secularity can be promoted in a society by democratic means, which was Jawaharlal Nehru's aspiration, but it can also be promoted by authoritarian means, which happened in China under Communist rule. The establishment of democratic rule is relatively independent from a process of secularization.
While there are various forms of state secularity, only in Western Europe we can find some secular societies in which religion does not anymore play a major role. As a form of political participation and representation democracy is typical for the liberal modern nation-state, a particular state formation that emerges in Europe and the Americas in the 19 th century and has been spreading over the world ever since. Liberal secularists may demand that the state is secular and that it treats religions equally and neutrally, but they will have to acknowledge that if one allows freedom of religious expression religion more often than not will play an important role in the democratic process. One therefore needs to distinguish between the relative secularity of the state and the relative secularity of society and make clear how one defines that secularity. Modern states like England, Holland, and the US all have had their own specific arrangements for guaranteeing a certain secularity of the state, but these states have found their legitimation in societies in which religion plays an important public role. To give one clear example: It can be safely said that the wall of separation in the USA is a demand that has emerged not from secularists, but from religious dissenters that were persecuted in England and therefore that, at least in this case, the secularity of the state is in fact a religious demand.47 The cases of India and China are relevant for a more complex understanding of the relation between nation and religion. China has witnessed a continuous secularist attack against religion for a century but has not been secularized, while India has made religion to a core element of its national culture and, at the same time, has created a secular state that attempts to take a neutral stance towards religion. None of these developments can be understood within the framework of existing theories of secularization, but their comparison can throw light on how religion and the secular relate to processes of state formation.
Secondly, the category of religion that has been critically deconstructed in recent anthropological and historical writing as well as in religious studies is a prime example of the productive character of the imperial encounter. It is a Western category that undergoes an enormous transformation in this encounter before it can absorb and produce "religions" like Hinduism, Daoism, and Confucianism. In such a transformation not only Christian missionaries and Western orientalists have agency, but Indian and Chinese thinkers are as much involved in creatively producing new concepts and configurations. Moreover, this is not a history of ideas and their effects only, but very much also a history of state power and institutional change. It is not possible to see the transformation of concepts like religion as the passive reception of Western categories in the rest of the world. Indians and Chinese are actively involved in this transformation as are Europeans and Americans.
Thirdly, the emergence of a public sphere is crucial for the problematic of nation and religion. I have argued in earlier work on religion and the nation-state in 19 th century England that the secular perception of the public sphere, as argued by authors like Habermas, is a secularist prescription rather than a historical description.48 In fact, one can easily discern the mobilization of religious groups at the end of the 18 th century for causes that are both religious and secular, such as the modern missionary movements that protest against East India Company support of Hindu temples in India and the anti-slavery movements that protest against England's involvement in global slave trading as well as slave labor in plantations. These religious groups transform the public sphere and make the modern nation form of society possible.
An important development accompanying the rise of the modern nation-state in England is the nationalization of religion. Religion becomes less a form of political identification that pitches Protestants against Catholics than an element in unifying the nation under god and in giving the state a moral purpose. In my view this also implies a major shift in the understanding of "religion". Rather than opposing "true religion" against "false religion" pitching all kind of groups against each other religion emerges as an umbrella under which different persuasions can be active without violent conflict. The emergence of the category of "world religion" as a moral category that transcends actually existing churches and religious groups as well as the emergence of "spirituality" as alternative to institutionalized religion are elements of this transformation which implies a pacification of religious conflict. At the same time, however, in the Indian colony Hindus and Muslims are pitched against each other with the rise of nationalism, while in China religion becomes the object of secularist persecution. The new, universal concept of religion encompasses the pacified religions of the Western nation-states and the communalized religions of South Asia as well as the politically repressed religions under Communism.
Fourthly, the issues in this book are connected to a history of power, primarily of the state but also of social movements that are sometimes transcending the boundaries of the state. Religions like Christianity, Islam, and Buddhism have always been formations that transcend ethnic and territorial boundaries. In the age of empire, however, this transcendence of boundaries is transformed by modern imperialism. In Europe we see in the 19 th century an emergence of a religious concern for the heathens who come under imperial rule. This connects with the civilizing mission of empire, although in an uneasy way since the colonial state always had to prevent being seen as a Christian state bent on converting the colonized. Despite its professed neutrality empire had to intervene in society, already for the simple reason that it had to be largely ruled by natives and thus had to educate the natives. There is an enormous expansion of missionary activity under the umbrella of empire that focuses on education. Through the effort to produce modern Christians by converting and educating the colonized to both Christianity and Modernity the missionary societies had a lasting effect on colonized societies. This effect is less to be measured in terms of converts (relatively few in countries like India and Indonesia) than in terms of producing modern forms of Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism, Daoism, and Confucianism and so on as countermovements against Christianity. It is these so-called revivalist, but basically modernist movements that one encounters everywhere in the colonial and post-colonial world. What we see today as political religion in the postcolonial world is very much a product of the imperial encounter.
While the nation-state is to an extent the territorial container of much of what is discussed in this book it is itself a product of globalization and always interacting with the global system of nation-states.49 Many of the groups that are in an uneasy relation to state hegemony are related to worldwide movements of, for example, Christianity and Islam, but at the same time they operate within the framework of the globalizing effects of ideas, money, labor, and consumption. In the current phase of globalization religion continues to connect people and societies over great distances that are now more readily connected by various new forms of communication. Islam, Christianity, Hinduism and Buddhism have developed several new global missionary movements that connect to this phase of globalization. They can all be called evangelical movements. Some of these worldwide movements are connected to minorities in the nationstate. The nation is not only the product of its interaction with the wider world but also of the constant processes of homogenization and heterogenization that are a necessary element of nationalism. Nation, like religion and modernity, is never finished, never already there, but is produced by its contradictions and tensions.
This book, then, is about the effects of universalizing categories like spirituality, magic, and secularity on ideas of the nation in India and China. The second chapter shows how in the nineteenth century the category of spirituality receives a global modern meaning. It becomes part of an alternative modernity in different places around the globe. In India and China indigenous forms of spirituality are invoked as alternatives to Western imperialism and materialism. Spiritual superiority becomes part of Panasianism in the writings of some Indian and Chinese intellectuals. At the same time state-centered religious ideologies as well as nation-centered ideologies focus on spirituality as part of national character. These ideologies are crucial even today in China, India, Taiwan, and Singapore.
The In the fourth chapter conversion to Christianity and the impact of missionary movements in India and China is discussed. Christian missionaries have played a major role in the creation of modern vocabularies and modern attitudes in India and China. Reform-movements but also popular resistance movements derive much of their discourse from Christianity. The chapter analyzes the different trajectories of Christianity in India and China. It examines the concept of conversion in relation to the discourse of modernity.
Chapter V engages the question of "popular religion" and the relation between religion and magic in India and China. The categories of "popular belief", "superstition" and magic have been used by modernizers in India and China to intervene in people's daily practices and remove obstacles to the total transformation of their communities. These attempts have developed in different ways in India and China, but in neither case they have been entirely successful. After a historical discussion of heterodoxy, messianic movements, and political protest the chapter delineates the transformation of popular religion in India and China under the influence of liberalization of the economy and globalization.
In chapter VI the discussion of anti-superstition movements in the previous chapter is taken up in a broader discussion of secularism as a political project with its own utopian elements. The great differences in the nature of that project in India and China are used to illustrate the historical specificity of the secular in relation to religion within different historical trajectories.
In chapter VII yoga, a system of bodily exercise and spiritual awakening is compared with taiji (shadow boxing) and qigong (bodily skills to connect to qi or primordial force). The argument here is that these forms of movement, while connected to notions of health, have strong political and social implications and can be important in nationalism. The chapter discusses, among others, the Falun Gong and the Ravi Ravi Shankar movement.
In the penultimate chapter the construction of minority and majority ethnicities, cultures, and religions is discussed. This is in the case of India the construction of a Hindu majority versus Muslim, Christian, and Sikh minorities, while in the case of China it is the construction of a Han majority versus a variety of recognized ethnic minorities, among whom the Hui Muslims are the most significant. The most important comparative case of a minority religion in India and China is Islam. The chapter looks at the position of Muslim minorities in India and China in relation to the nation-state and the ways in which the majority population feels the existence of these minorities as a threat. This involves a discussion of the relation between central authority and regional minorities.
In the conclusion some of the threads woven in the book are recapitulated and put in the context of current anthropological understanding of Indian and Chinese society. 
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